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ARSTRACT

HILITY AND THE IM-STRIDE OBSTACLE LDREACH:
~0S51ELE, FROBABLE, FUTURISTIC?
dames W. DesLony, USA, 5& pages.

le ny a tactical mancuver force. [ts focus is on a
ard current review of the tactical doctrines of
.8, and Soviet armi=ss dzvelopment of tactics, souipment.

=nd Fforoe structure to erecute an in—-stride breach of an

e concurrent to sustaining the momentum of a maneuver
oroe, Giwven the friction of terrain and combined arms
the paner ssebks to answsr whether the in-stride

’

wearh is possible for either force on todav’'s

THis monograph analyzes the concept of an in—stride breach of
tacl
3

a discussion of tactical mobility
an in-stride obstacle breach.

ATl = a e
Hiztorsical ewperiences and doctrine for bre2aching
vhstacles Ffrom World War [T are presented $or the U.5. and
Baov Current doctrine, equipment, and force

the two armies are reviewaed for analysis and

. =X ; Concliusions as to the strengths and weaknesses
oFf pach army’'s capability to conduct an in-stride obstacle
rmadcit are made. A final section of recommendations for
frture U.B. Airland Battle in—-stride obstacle breach
ooeratiors is oresented.

Thez oaper concliudes that the current mobility capabilities of

th U.3. Army do not support the AirLand Rattle doctrine

LU PsSCri iyl an in-stride obhstacle breach. The Soviets
nozsess #n historical and zxperience based total force

mozi jiby canability kel man 2chieve an in—-stride obstacle
breach o supbort their doctrine of engagements in depth.

T aved 2aol pmnent nevelopment and fielding. integration of
cmgireeos mobility apd reconnal ssance assets within maneuwver
foriiia, and hathor commawd ard control of mobility assets are
neege:) o rroduce the "essential factors' reguired to
Aarcoariish bhe conplex bask of an in-siride obstacle breach.
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SECTION I: INTRODUCTION

v The purpose of this paper 13 to examine the concept of
the in—stride obstacle breach bv a tactical maneuver force.
The battlefield environment is in direct contrast to this
concept. Battletield +riction, due to the effects of terrain
and obstacles, and the reaquirement for integrated,
svhchronized, and combined armed forces to affect a decisive

5 A

mili

~

Ary ZUCCESS. comblicate both movement and maneuver.

I

Feooanition of this problem by Soviet and U.S. forces ditfers

i

irn doctrins, apolied techrology, and organization for combat.
Uowaver . fundemental to both is the concept of a tactical
fornation with the capacity to maneuver through an obstacle,
existing or reinforcinag, without loss of momentum.

The in—stride breach is a complex operation. Despite its

tacticel significance in the current doctrines of both the

.S. and the Soviets, its feasibility for either army 1s gopen
to guestion., Modern methods of terrain obstacle
reinforcement, mobility limitations of combat vshicles. and
the limitation imposed bv the near eaouality in mobility and
countermobility cepabilities create the condition that the
in—stride breech 15 nuite deliberate. Omlyv through a well
conceived doctrine, application of the latest technologv. and
coreect oraapication for combat can the momentum of offensive
maneuver be sustained concurrent with the breaching of

mhtacles. This paper =-camnines ths currrent in-stridse breach

T

doctrame: oof ths UlH, andd Soviet Ormies. World War [1
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SECTION II: TACTICAL MORILITY AND THE IN-STRIDE BREACH

Success in war depends upen mobilityv and mcobility
upon time. Mobility leads to mass, to surprise, and
to security. Other things beinag egual. the mos

mobi i® side must win: this 15 a Lruism in war as in
orse—cacing. J.F.C. Fuller?

Nothing 15 more difficult than the art of maneuver.
hat is difficult about mansuver is to make the
devious route the most direct and to turn misfartune

tc aedvantags. Sun Tzua=

Tazctical mobilityv is the abilityvy of a mansuver force to
nove personnel and equipment on the battlefield without
dinruotion or delay due to effects of terrain or obstacles.
The environment of the hattlefield, according to Clausewit:z,

males "action 1n war like movement in a resistant element”.
Wit hn the concept of tectical mebilitv 15 a demand for
chivsioal mobility to overcome the natur-al effects of terrain.
Clausewrtoran friction, described by theorist Richard Simpkin
s priparayly a physical phenomenon, csrtainly 1s an

apiianriate term to describe the battlefi1eld relative to

Yynarazal mortatv. The torrain factors of swurface

3

—onfroaraticon, surtace materials, drainaage, veaetation, and

"Michael Carver, Th:a Aouostles of Mobilaty:  The
Jreory &and Fractice_of Armoured Wartare, Lees hnowles
lectures (London: Werdenfeld and Nicholson, 1979, p. 227.

Z Sun Tzu, The Art of War (London: Oxford
Univerz:tv Freass, 1763), p. 180,




bolit—up areas. 1nteractively coupled with weather, ~ffect

mwoility operations by stopping, delaving, or constricting
movament on the aground. Added to the +riction caused by
terrain and weather are enemv countermobility aoperations,
which further deny physical freedom of movement bv reinforcing
the natural terra2in with man—made obstacles and fires.™

Zevond the phvysical restraints of terrain, maneuver
to-ces, using the capabilitv of tactical mobility, must
concurrently overcome the friction inherent to combined arms
mancuver and generation o+F combat power. In his article
concerninag the development of combat power, COL Huba Wass de
Treae states that in order to create a favorable effect on the
snenv force, mobility or physical movement alone 1s not
decizive, but rather 15 an "enabling capability”.* Note that
the openina quotation bv J.F.C. Fuller agrees with the role of
ot bty as an enabling capability sllowing tor the
aopitcation nf the principles of war--specificallyv, mass,
surprise, and securitv. I mubmit that the orinciples of
economy ot force, <simplicityv, and +1nally the obvious,
o fensive. are alzso depsndent con the enabling capability of
tactical mobilitv.

This —oncept of mobility as an enablina rcapabilitv does

niot proavaide the elements or ot tributes egseential for a

TRychard BE. Sioptin, Race To The Swift

London: Rrassev ' s Defence Publishers, 1985), p. 1019,

THuba Weoss de Crene, "Understanding and Develnoinn
Conbat Dowoer (7 BMGE Course Two Keasdings (Y 30590, p. 1,
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maneuver force to achieve relative mobility due to the
friction of terrain and enemy. Given the premise that tacticsl
mability is criticel to the emplouvment of combat power in
suppart of the principles of war, just what does this mean for
nadern, mobile forces? Writina while a student at the Army
War College. General Creiagbton fbrams., a hiahl s successful
tant battalion commander in World War I1, stated that mobility
is a comole: balance of "essential tactors”—-—equipment,
organization, communications, command structure, and
loagistical organizaticon. This holistic aporoach to tactical
mobility as defined by Gensral Abrams captures the nature of
the reguirements to evwecute an in-stride breach. Mobility
canstitutes a capability——the in—-stride breach therefore is
ottt o capavility and a mission requirina sp2cifically
oraamized and eauioped forces for execution.

The concent of the 1n—-stride breach chalilenges the limits
uf A maneuvwer force’'s tactical mobilitv, The ahove auotation
v LR LCL Fuller recoanices the limitina and challenging
natiare of this particulear tactical mission. The concept of an
—haotacle breach in-stride relates o the Lime, mass, and
ety aspectg of both mobailaty oparations and maneuver.

Sy T oty Thinaah o menv vear s drom modern. mobhlle wartare, doaes

rotaanabten us o oon the ydea of e “deaviong route. Depend: na on
P fac oy o o mrsnayam, enaemyv, tereain, Ltroons, and tame
anveot ol METT-T) 0 the "devicus” rovte ontimises the

caovati bt ooty A o censfidl ancatride mobirlity oper ntbron ac

the e my 5 sy engthy wouldd e macsed o the obvaiows roubeo.




Time 15 ar important aspect of in—-stride mobility

noea-atjons. Thouah a breach in-stride by its concept sugaests
rapid action, the time required te conduct an in-stride breach
1a¢ normally greater than the time reguired to reduce the
ohetacle with mobhility assets. In—-stride operations also
roguire detection of the obstacle, d cCision as to the best

iccation for Lhe breach., and effective suppression of enemy

r -4

fires and ohservation of the breaching opberation. This is

i

accontlished by reconnaissance, integrated tactical battle
TaN R firepower, decepnption, and electronic countermeasures.
Therefore, the time factor of in—-stride breach operations
relalles to task ervecution bv synchronized mobilitv and
maneuver awsets, 1.e. "essential factors", to accomplish
waltionle operstione and taz=bks, and not to the single task of

creabting A passage throuah an obstacle.




SECTION III: U.S5. ARMY DOCTRINE AND THE IN-STRIDE BREACH

The Germans believe that the modern trend toward
motorization and mechanization demands a much larger
proportion of Engineer and other troops with the
combat troops than formerly. We seem to be moving
in exactly the opposite direction.™ MG J.L.
Schley, Chief of Engineers, 1237-1241

World war 11 BEreac

In the period immediately before the war and until 1942,
motility operations in subport of maneuver units were
intluenced primarilv by three developments: the success of
Germen GBlitzkrieg tactics, the experiences of the 1741
training maneuvers in the southern United States, and the
ircreass of obstacles in the European theater.® In 1941 and
R3S, thee Enginesr School conducted a series of tests to
zvaluvate the current doctrine for breaching obstacles.
Frncusimo nn mobillility support to armor and infantry units in
hreachino obstacles similar to those found on the Siegfried
tin, the +inal report found that mobility operations reguired
socrslly trained soldiers o assault and reduce obstacles.,
the’. intantry and engineers should both be trained i1n the use
0f denolitions, and that the infantry division organization

w3 uneultanle for the conduct of breachina ooerations due to

2Blanche . Cell, Jean E. keith and Herbert H.
Fosenthal . The Corps _of Epaineers: Troops and_Ecuipment.
Uni1ted States Army 1n World War I1 (Washinaton D.C.: Office o+
the Chief of Military History., 1938), p. 14.

“Mari1on Cain and Stanley Murphy. "Develooment of
Engirmeer Tactical Doctrine and Eguipment."” Enaglneer,
Winter 1985-836, n. 33




the smallness of the divisional engineer battalion(S2@ men).

The report also concluded that the current doctrine for the
conduct of breaching operations was sound but needed
clarification.?

FM 5-46, Enaineer Field Manual-—-0Operations of Engineer

Field Units, doted Aoril. 1943, and FM 1@8-5 Operations. dated
22 May 1241, prescribed five specific assault techniques to
breach obstacles: hand-pnlaced charages, hand removal,
artillery fire, bridoing, and direct fire from tanks or tank
destrovyers. Minefields were to be breached by manual removal
vsirng probes, placement of explosives near the mine, or
ramoval and disarming by hand. Assault of enemy obstacles was
ta bs conducted in four phases as a combined arms operation of
infanktry, artillerv, engineers, tanks, and chemical smoke

unil ks, Fhase I, reduction of the enemy outpost system, was
conducted by the artillery and infantrv. Fhase 11 consisted
0+ a shift of artillery fires to enemy counterbattery and
razerves while direct +ire from tarks and tank destroyers
suppressed enemy fire to protect the approaching assault and
hriocaching detachments., Once at the obstacle, the breaching
detachment would breach a gap throuagh the obstacle, using
nanidi-pleced charaes and manual mireclraring procedures.

Durinag Fhase T11. tne assault detachment would pass throuah
the gan to secures the far side with grenades, antitank
rockets, flamethrowers, and handplaced charges. In Fhase 1V,

arile forces would nass through the gap and continue the




attaclk. Neither manual mentioned the breaching of obstacles

with mechanical means or prescribed a need to protect the

breaching detachment ex through the use of smoke and enemy
fire suppression by art . "y and coverinag +ires.

Furthermore, there was ¢ ontion of a reguirement to conduct
an irn-stride breach of anm bstacie to sustain these momentum of

the mansuver or attack.®

Bv 1743, the accumu:: ed evperiences of the Soviets,
British, and the North - zan and Italian campaigns began to
affect U.5. training am .wpility equipment development. The

gxtenzive use of minefieids and wire nobstacles by the Germans
resulted in a reguirement that select officers of every combat
unit, prior to deployment overseas, would receive a one week
course on the laving of hasty minefislds and the breaching of
Germarn minefields. '®

The effect of minefields on mobility also cau =d
significant research for development of explosive and
mechanical breaching devices to reduce danger and time.
Explosive line charges, such as the Hritish bangalore torpedo
ans the Canadian snake, were adopted for explosive reduction

of minetields. Mechanical breaching equipment development.

PField Mapual 100-5, Upoerationsg (22 May 1941).
n. 137,

“Field Manual 35-6., Ocerations_of Engineer _
Uriits (2% April 194%), pp. 72-84.

1oMarion Cain and Stanley Murphy. "Development of
Enoineer Tactical Doctrine and Equioment." Engineer,
Winter 1935-846, p. 33,




begun in 1942 with thouaght of a method which offered the

advantages nf less time and manpower top clear mines, had vervy
lim: ed success. Except for armor protected D-7 dozers and
the mounting of a blade on a very small number of medium
tants, all the items "developed were either too heavy, too
~omplicated to project into a minefield, too slow, or too
lacking in dependabilitv."”*?* Pressure for a detection device
for mines, particularly a vehicular mounted device, met with
similar results. Research methods failed to develop a
dependable and sffective mine detector prior to the end of the
war. The only available detector, the SCR 625, was unreliable
and nonly deiected metallic mines, rendering it useless in
areas littered with artillery shrapnel. In light of these
failed attempts in research and development, and the paucity
o+ equipment fieiding excent for the snake and bangalore,.
"most mines were discovered and removed by soldiers, crawling
on hapds and knees and souipped only with probes, and the tank
dozer remained the combat engineers’ closest apprcach to an
aseault vehicle. "=

Review of combat operations reveals the extensive manual
clearing of mines and hand pilacement of exolosive demolitions
toy reduce obstacles as oprescribed bv the doctrine.

Casualties, loss of time and momentum, and heavy reliance on

**Rianche D. Coll, Jean E. Feith., and Herbert H.
Fozenthal, The Corps of Enginecrs: Troops and Eguipment,
United States Army in World War Il (Washingaton D.C.: Office of
the Chied of Military Hostory., 19298), p. 476.

FIbad. . p. 420,




both the infantry and the engineer to conduct manual

counteraobstacle/countermine reduction operations were common
to all phases of the war. Innovation was often demonstrated
in mobility operations, such as the welding of a steel rod to
the front of a tank to cut the hedgerows in the ‘bocages’
terrain of Normandy. The VIII Corps was able to sustain the
Normandy breakout operation in July., 1944, because the
infantry and armor soldiers of the lead divisions had been
trained on manual clearing of mines, despite the retreating
Germans leaving behind "the most extensive minetields
encountered on the Continent."!= Fortupately, the mine and
reinforcinug obstacle threat diminished sianificantly as the
U.E. maneuver {forces moved faster than German countermobility
capabilities ir the pursuit across France. However, at the
Siegfried Line and West Wall, maobile operations were
restricted by the countermobility operations of the defending
Germans. Tactical ope=rations in Lorraine, the Stolberg
Corridor, and the Roer River Flain were hampered by a
dzpendence on manual reduction of obstacles.'?

Lurrent U.5. Doctrine and the In—-Stride Breach

firland EBattle doctrine is the U.S. Army’'s approech to

*>Al fred M. Beck., et.al.. The Corpos of
Englneers: The War Against Germany, United States Army in
World War 11 (Washington D.C.: U.5. Government Printing
D+f¥ice, 1985 . p. HO.

*2Russel H. Stolfi1, Mine and Countermine Warfare
in_ Recent History, 1914-1%7@0 Report No. 1582 (Aberdeen

fFroving Ground, Md.: Ballistic Research Laboratories, 1972),
op. S0-88.




generating and applying combat power. The concept of securing

and retaining initiative through the delivery of a powerful
blow from an unexpected direction and followed by agaressive,
continuous operations to accomplish the mission reguires that
mobility relative to the terrain and the enemy must be

maintained. FC 92-13, Counterobstacle and Rivercrossina

Ooerations, defines mobility as the ability to move guickly

and d=cisively in any direction without loss of momentum.
FRecognizing that obstacles are the most serious threat to
maintenance of mabilitv, the doctrine correctly prescribes
that U.5. forces must be able to overcome a wide variety of
natural and reinforcing abstacles through & coordinated,
combined arms operation. However, the doctrine states that a
counterobstacle operation is not "a mission in itself."*™

This coordinated., combined arms operation, termed the
mobility scheme, reqgquires maneuver forces to be able to
conduct counterobstacle operations in accordance with four
interdependent tensts: initiative, agilitv, depth, and
svichronization. The mability sicheme, structured to execute a
series of operations which will overcome obstacles tn movement
and maneuver, 1s svstematic in its apoproach, but requires
integration of two organizational elements to achieve effect.
Figure 1 is an extract from FC 90-13 and FM H-101, Mobility,
which graphically depicts the interaction of the two

organizational components, the lead and follow-on forces, in

13r1eld Circular 98-13. Counterogbstacle and
River Crossing Operations (March 1987), pp. 2-7 to 2-18.




breaching an obstacle. Based on a METT-T assessment, the

commander may decide that the counterobstacle operation must
be euecuted i1n—stride to maintain the momentum. This
in—-stride breach of the obstacle, doctrinally executed at
battelion task force and/or company team level, is considered
to be a preplanned and drilled operation rather than an
operation which reguires extensive planning and massing of
combat forces.

The doctrine of the in—stride breach is conceptually tied
to the "battle drill'"-—a rehearsed and standardized operation
which the force executes as an immediate reaction to an
obstacle,. Based on the the earlier World War Il doctrine of
assaulting an obstacle in four phases, the in-stride breach
battle drill involves the organizing of the maneu&er task
torce into three elements: the support torce, the breaching
force, and the assault force. These three elements execute
ths in—stride breach by accomplishing four tasks:

SUFFPRESS: Suppressiaon is the prevention of enemy

fires from attacking the force executing the
reduction of the obstacle.

ORSCURE: Obscuration prevents direct observation of
the obhstacle crossing sites(s).

SECURE: Securing the crossing site prevents enemy
around forces from attac:ing the force during
breaching operations. Sezurity of the far side of
the obstacle is done by direct or indirect fire
rather than physical occupation to facilitate soeed
and economy of force.

R=DUCE: Reduction 15 the physical creation of lanes
or gaps in throuah or over the obstacle. The
goctrine reguires that two lanes be prepared for 2




14

maneuver task force.

The in—-stride breach doctrine has been developed into
cseveral countarobstacle battle drills which prescribe
guidelines for the organization of weapons and combined arms
assets, such as engineers, which are reguired to conduct the
operation. Figwe 2 15 an extract from FC 92€-13-1, Combined

Arms Countercbstacle Operations:  The In-Stride Breach, which

provides an example of a mechanized task for in the conduct of
anrn in—-stride breach operation. The reduction element in this
azample is to use both mechanical and explnsive means to
create lanes through the obstacle. Artillery, overwatching
indirect arna direct fires, reconnaissance elements, smoke, and
command and control to synchronize the opneration, though
considered a rehearsed drill, are complex.

Grganization and Equipment to Conduct the In-5tride Breach

The caombined arms nature of in-stride breach operations
as raquired by the doctrine places great emphasis on the
squipment and orgarizations to conduct the operation.
Execution of the in-stride breach is a battalion task force
nperation as this is the lowest echelon at which the elements
of firepower, maneuver. intelligence, and support are combined
under a single commander. According to FM 71-2,The Tanl: antg

Mechanized Infantry Task Force, the allocation of enaineer

support for a battalion task force is normally an engineer
platoon depending on METT-T. Figqure 2 is a U.5. battalion
taslk force organized for an in-stride breach operation with an

engineer company in direct support. Note the reconnalssance



element is the battaliom task force organic scouts and does

not include engineers. The specific equipment available for
the reduction of the ocbstacle to create a lane is the combat
snaineer wvehicle, the armored combat earthmover, a towed
trailer with the mine~-clearing line charge, and demolition
explosives carried on the engineer squad tracks, such as the
bangalore torpedo and composition C-4 explosive blocks. The
maneuver tagk force has organic direct and indirect firepower
firepowsr, as well as the indirect fires of direct support

artillery.




SECTION IV: SOVIET ARMY DOCTRINE AND THE IN-S5TRIDE BREACH

The tactical art of our troop units is developed
around a2 lofty moral and political core, and is
based on mobility, boldness, and constant pressure.
Mikhail N, Tubhnocnaveskiy ™~

Soviet World War Il Breaching Operations

Soviet Doctrine in the years preceding and during World
War- II concentrated on the theorv of the engagement in depth.
As technical and material resources were developed to execute
this doctrine, the organization of the Soviet Army was adapted
to accommodate the simuitaneous employment of mass weaponry
throughout the depth of the enemy defensive zone with the aim
of enzirclement and annihiiation. Success depended on

>, & "3killful combination ot movement", coordination

b
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or fires, and maneuver involving close and continuous
coaseration between the combat and service support arms.?®”
During the war, tactical combat experience was continually
studied on the theoretical level for improving weapons and
tactics. In particular, the need for integration of combat
engineer support of mobility operations to sustain the rapid
pace of the offense was recognized throughout the war.

In the first period of the war, combat engineer support

teart of War Collguuum Fublication——-New Fraoblems
in Warfare by M. Tukhachevskiy (Carlisle Barracks, Fa.: U.S5,
Army War College, 1983), p. 65.

r7yY, 5. Reznichenko, ed., Tactics——-A Sovi

View, Soviet Military Thought (Washington D.C.: u.

Government Frinting Office, 1987), n. 7-8.
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was largely concerned with supplying engineer weapons,

training the infantry, and construction. Suffering great
losses due to poar tactical control of engineer assets in the
early vears of the war, the Soviet Army reorganized the
division engineer battalion in 1941, reducing i1its strength
from 8@% men to 162 men. This reduction of engineers at the
division level allowed for the creation of independent
enqgi neer companies, battalions, regiments, and brigades
controlled by higher headquatrters. This centralization of men
and squipment allowed for concentration of the mobility assets
behind the main effort. Included in this reorganization were
"ascault engineer—sapper” battalions of approximately 290 men.
Dther special unit were mining companies, road construction
battalions, and bridge companies. These units were often
mission oraganized into assaullt engineer bricades aof varying
s1zes. *®

Soviet doctrine required that a rif{le battalion be
supported by a platoon of engineers; each regiment by a
company, and a division by & bettalion. This required at
lrast a battalion of combat engineers beyvond the organic
divisional engineers. This reguirement was met by attaching
asz=ault engineer battalions of the corps or armies, but only
whien the division was conducting a breakthrough of a tortified

Tone or an assault 1n A buillt-up area. This 1nsured

'Yrdward N. Luttwak, The Hoviet Army or the
Second World War-Assault Engineer-Sapper Hrigades Histotical
Analysis and Frolection {or Army 2000 (Chevy Chase, Md.:

1“3, pp. 1-4.




concentration of engineer assets in the zones where they would

achieve the greatest effect relative to the main effort.:*

This centralizaticn of engineer assets afforded a
concentrated engineer force to breach enemy obstacles
necessary in the breakthrough operations of the second and
third periods of the war(l1?43-19245). (One critical aspect of
Sovieat breaching operations was engineer reconnaissance of the
anamy defense prior to the start of offensive operations.
Extensive use of engineer reconnaissance posts provided
critical information concerning the location and density of
obstac’es, and allowed for detailed mission analysis of
2nginrer forces reguired to conduct breaching operations.
These engineer reconnaissance posts also included in depth
reconnaissance of the enemv defense behind the initial line of
defensze. This facilitated planning of mcobility assets
required in the movement to the enemy tactical depths by
second armd third echelon forces.

Until 1942, breaching technigues exclusively i1nvolved
hand clearinag of mines and reduction of other obstacles by
manual labor. Heginning 1n 1943, explosive and mechanical
clearinng technlgues were adapted to counter the extensive
German use of minefields and obstacles to slow the Soviet
advance, In the Kiev operation 1n 1943, the use of the FT-3
myne coller mounted on a tank was used to lead the assault tor
the Farot Ubkranzan Front in the Vaistula-0der Operation.

Lventuallv, enaineer tank regiments were formed to suppaort
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countermine operations. Each tank regiment, cirganized into
three companies, had 280 FT-3"s. Peploved in pairs to clear a
4.8 meter lane, these mine rollers were used with engineer
tronps as escorts to mark the cleared lanes. Expolosive
breaching technigues included development of a line charge.
the UZ. that eventually was refined to create a six meter wide
lane. Despite these improvements in technical equipment,
significant numbers of engineer sapper units were still
required to support the first echelon maneuver forces in the
offense. During the offensive operations of 1944-45, 19 or
more sappsr companies were used per kilometer of front in the
breakthrough sector. Specific examples include 7 companies per
Filometer at Kursk and 13-17 1n East Prussia. In the special
—aszs of attacks on cities, the density reached 17-22
companies per kilometer of front.=®

Soviet in-stride breach operations of minefields were
tasrly retined by the end of the war. By experience,
breaching operations 1n support of a mobile operation recuired
"massed" use of tank mounted FT-3 mine rollers, artillery, and
infantry. A company ot mine-clearing tanks with a sapper
platoon would clear minefield passages for a tank regiment.
As the oscault phase of the breach beogin. the mine clearinag
tants wonld move forward 1in peairs along oredesignated routes

and clwar a 4.8 meter strip. The mine clearing tanks would

“®Yeqgevoeniy bolibernov, Vasily hornev, and Andrey
Sosbtov. Combat Cngineer Support, Foreiran Proadcast
Information Service--USLK Report (Washaington D.C.: Foreiran
bBroadcast Information Service, 198%5) ., p. 6.
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follow each other in echelon at a distance of 15 to 29 meters.
Lanes for the infantry(1.2 meters) were made by a single mine
clearing tank that could be widened by sappers using explosive
line char ges. Infantry lanes could also be created by line
charges "pushed" into the minefield by a tank, but this was
slow due to assembly time for the line charges.?2?

Dne other tactic developed by the end of the war was the
formation of small groups of sappers to follow the lead
reconnaissance element in & tactical march and clear abstacles
1in the advance of the main body. These sappers. using
=xplosives, motorized graders, and special route clearing
amtldozers, created fords, developed bypasses, and cleared the
route of destroved vehicles and other battlefield damage. By
trailing this advance element, the main body of the maneuver
force could pass through an cobstacle or an area of restricted
mobility without loss of time or momentum. 2=

Current Soviet In-5tride Breach Operations

Current Soviet doctrine stresses that the offense is the
most decisive form of combat. Building on the theoretical and
oractical experiences of World War 1, the theory of
2naagement 1n depth has been refined into modern tactics to

employ the very latest in modern technology in combined arms

Zth5. Soskov, "Wartime Operations: Methods of
Brezching Minetields,"” Vovenno—-istoricheskiy Zhurnak, 24
March 198Q., p. 16.

“2Y¥egevgeniy Kolibernov, Vasily Kornev, and Andrey
Souskov. Combat Engineer Suprort, Foreian Breoadcast
Tntormation Service--USSR Report (Washingtorr D.C.: Foreian
Eraoadcast Informztion Service, 1985, p. 17.
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combat operations. Fundamental to success of Soviet offensive
operations are high rates of advance by maneuver {forces that
disrupt and destroy the integrity of the enemy’'s forces.
Soviet principles of war at the tactical and ocperational level
are listed below:=2S 24 =29
1. The achievement of battlefield mobility and
rap:d tempo of attack.
2. The achievement of an adequate correlation
of forrces at the decisive place and time.
T Surprise.
4., Continuous operations.
S. Freservation of combat power by maintenance
of rombat ready forces., command and control, and
nond morale of the soldiers.
6. Co-operation of all arms and services.
7. Not attempting too little or too much with
the forces available.

a. Carry the battle to the depths o+r the =nemy
deployment and deep in his rear.

The Soviets identit+y three tvpes of combat operations:
the meeting engagement, the offense, and the defense. The
meeting engagement, 2 form of the offense, is recognized
separately to emphasize its i1mportance. The offense is further
divided into the attack, the exploitation, and the pursuit
culmirating 1n the encirclement. Each of these cffensive

operations 15 to be conducted by the maximum use of mansuver,

firepnwer, and shock action. The meetinag engagement and the

==CZ.N. Domrnelly, "Enaineers o+ the Soviet Army,"
Internationsal Defenne Review (February 1978), p. 1953,

24Richard Simpkin, Red Armour (Elmsford, N.Y.:
Brassey 'z Internationesl Detense, 1984, p. 22.

23y, G. Reznichenkto, ed., Tactics—-A Soviet

View, Soviet Military Thought (Washington D.C.: U.S.
overnment Frinting Office, 12707), pp. 41-58.




cffense are predicated on the maintenance of the initiative,
freedom of movenent and maneuver, combat on a wide front,
rapid troop deployment and concentration, and the ability to
generate high rates of advance against the enemy, thus
resulting in both his destruction and dislocation. The
doctrine is highly dependent on achieving superior mobility
relative to the enemy to sustain the momentum of the
operation,

The role of mobility operations to achieve the "combat
mission" assigned the tactical commander is well recognized in
the tactics, force structure, and training of Soviet forces.
Soviet combat missions relate to the defeat of the enemy
fprce, the nature of the terrain, and time. This relationship
of enemy, terrain, and time cause deliberate structuring of
maneuver forces for in-stride counterobstacle operations to
sustain momentum and tempo. The battle formation as well as
the force structure of the combat wnits corresponds to the
concept of sustaining high mobility and movement rates to
schieve engagement in Jdpth of the enemy force. Nopotably,
Soviet deoctrine requires the designation of successive
echelons to breakthrough enemy defenses and exwuloit the
suzcess achieved by a rapid, decisive, and integrated
operation. The use of set formations of combined arms forces
with reconnaissance, advance guards. and main body elements
allow +or fleuvwible buk concentrated movement. Engineer support
for cach of these elements is provided to overcome the natural

and reinforcing chstacles =ncountered as the force maneuvers
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on one of several routes.

The Soviet motorized rifle regiment in march formation is
organized as shown in Figure 3. Note the dispersion of
engineer elements throughout the formation to identify
bvpnasses., reduce obstacles, and mark routes for the main
force. The mission of the engineer reconnaissance patrol is
to conduct engineer reconnaissance of the march route. In
particular, the reconnaissance patrol is to locate enemy
aobstacles and determine either bypass options or estimates of
enagineer effort to reduce the nobstacle. The movement support
detachment (MSD), found in the forward security element or the
advarce guard, consists of engireer equipment assets from the
division or regimental engineer company with attached infantry
and armor for protection. The MSD conducts route clearing and
preparation based on the estimates from the engineer
reconnaiss nee atrol. Figure 4 illustrates the organization
and equipment of the enaineer reconnaissance patrol and the
M5D.

A&t the motorired rifle/stank battalion level, mobility
assets consist of organic mine rollers and plows mountead on
the tanks of the unit. When task organized with combat
enainesers from either regimental or divisional assets.
enginesr mobility assets are distributed much like those found
in the regimental march formation. There is an engineer sqguad
with the combat reconnaissance patrol, an M5D of at least a
platoon with mine clearing equipment and blade assets, and the

remainder of the engineer company moving in the forward




portion of the main body.

Jﬁ’ . Much emohasis 1s placed on engineer raconnailissance, which

! can be performed independently or as a part of the mnaneuver
force reconnaissance elements. Ry having the advance engineer
reconnaissance patrol locate and estimate route bypasses or

‘ the effort reauired to create passages through the obstacle,

a maneuver element can sustain its momentum. Due to the

centralization of engineer assets above division, higher level

commanders can weight the main effort with enqgineer equipment

and sapp=ers bhased on the results of the engineer

reconnalssance estimates in the preparation phase ot the

attack.

o,

When anm obstacie ie encountered that must be breached,
powerful artillery fires are placed in the vicinity of the
) passage sites to neutralize and destroy overwatching enemy
artillery, mortars, antitank missile, and small arms fires.
Tankse and artitank missiles are deployed to provide direct
fire. Smoke is used to obscure the enemy vision of the
breaching operation. Oroganic tank mounted mine rollers and
| plows., and the attached engineers, are denloyed forward to
: oreate the passages reguired for the maneuver force.
5 Noprmally, one passage i1s rcreated tor each tank or motorized
: ritle Ccompanv in the first echelon. Mechanical rollers and
explosive lineg charges are used to breach lanes in minefields.
Znagilneer dozers and multi-ourpose counterobstacle vehicles (IMR
‘ combat engineer tractor) +ill holes and remove debris.

Dismounted sappers mark lanes and guide follow-on elements

T
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through the passages.

During the clearing of the route of obstacles by the
maneuver force direct support snaineers, other engineer
elements are constructing flank and rear obstacles of mines
and point demolition obstacles for protection. This engineer
elem=ant, the mobile obstacle detachment, though not directly
involved in the reduction of obstacles blocking the advance,
csignificantly contributes to the mobility of the advancinag
element by providing flank security, and the construction of
reinforcing obstacles that will disrupt and delay enemy
counterattack forces. Normally a platoon or company of
sappers, the mobile obhstacle detachment is often deployed with
artitank reserve elements. Figure 5 is an example of the
compnsition aof a mobile obstacle detachment.=e

Organization and Equipment to Conduct the In—-Stride Breach

The npeed tn rapidly overcome obstacles to achieve rapid
penetration in depth of the enemy defenses has resulted in a
general concept that maneuver tank and infantry forces must
have continuous mobility support throughout the operation.
Engineer mobility assets, from organic and higher levels, are
emploved "to create the necessary conditions for the obstacle
free movement of a unit and ensure its timely arrival at its
objective or its successful entry into battle."27 Critical to

the success of the maneuver force’'s relative mobility is the

=<C.N. Donnelly, "Enginrnesers of the Soviet Army,"
International Defense Review (February 1978), p. 2080.

=71lbid., pp. 193-196.
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centralized control of engineer—-sappers and equipment. Figure
& 15 a schematic of the reaim=ntal and divisional engineer
organizations.

The sssential features of Soviet engineer mobility
forces are the ability of Soviet commanders to position their
assets throughout the advancing maneuver forces to support the
main effort at the point of the assault by direct support
engineer—sappers;: the placement of engineer reoconnaissance
forward to detect obstacles and develop bypass
rovtes/estimates for reduction eftfort; finally, the
vtilization of engineer MS5D's to sustain the mobility of the
inain body in the march. In the context of suppocrting mobility
operations by providing security to the maneuver force, mobile
ohstacle detachments assist in preserving the momentum and
security of the man=suver force by the construction of

reintorcing obstacles along the flanks of the movement route.
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SECTION V:  ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION

The concept of an in-stride breach is found in both the
U.3 and Soviet armies. Both reguire a maobility capability to
overcome aobstacles that sustains the momentum and tactical
integrity of the movement/maneuver. However, the two armies
differ in their historicel experiences and perspectives,
current doctrine, and ocrganization for combat in designing the
"sagential factors” of a combined arms force with the
capability to oxvecute a breach of an obstacle "in—-stride".

Historical Experiences and Ferspectives

The two armies began World War II with a doctrine based
on the hand-clearing of obstacles. The Soviets, in response
to heovy losses and the extensive use of minefields on the
Eastern fromt, were forced early in the war to develop
alternatives. Detailed and continuous analysis of operations
allowed for a steady improvement in technical equipment and
manscuver force organization to execute obstacle breaching
ocperations, a trend that continues until today. The U.5., a
relative late—comner Lo the Buropean theater, was also forced
to euplore alterpatives to manual breaching technigues.
Centralization of engineer mobility assets and the employment
of large numbers of mine rollers and plows was not
accoemnlilshed by the U. 3. Certainly the abilitv of U.5. forces
to move faster than the withdrawing Germans' ability to

emplace mines and other obstacles accounts for saome of the
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histarical perspectives of th= two armies. For example, the
U.5. did not develop an equivalent concept to the Soviet’'s
movement support detachment or the mobile obstacle detachment.
Foliowing the war, the U.5., unlike the Soviets, did not
maintain a balance between doctrine and the development and
procurement of mobility eguipment. Today, the mobility
capabilities of the U.S., particularly in countermine warfare,
are essentially the same as at the end of World War 1I.=®

Current Doctrine and Organization for Combat

The current doctrine of thes two armies reguires combat
engineers to clear obstacles in—stride to preserve the
momentum of the mancuver force. The main battle tanks and
infantry fighting vehicles of both armies have been designed
to strike deep and rapidly with eftective firepower. The
responsibility for conduct of an in-stride breach is a
maneuver commandsr ‘s responsibility in both doctrines:
however , the resultant tactics, equipment densities, and uce
of combat enagineers are not similar. Figure 7 is a comparison
of the organic breaching capabilities of U.5. and Soviet
divisions. Note the higher density of engineer mobility
assets in the Soviet division.

Richard Simpkin views the differences between the
apnlication of Soviet and U.S5. mobilily doctrines as "the

Fussian fights bebtween moves and the Anglo-Saxon moves between

zenL 5, Army

v DBeneral Dfficer Steering Conmittee
Countermne Master F

n," J.5. Army Engineer School (14

lan,
Septerber 1788), p. ES-5.
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Yts."®® He also points out that significantly every Soviet

offensive tactical diagram he has studied began with the
forces 1n column and ended with the forces reforminag into
columri. This focus on constant movement to achieve
"engagem2nt in depth" places a higher priority on force
structure and organization for combat for greater relative
mobility than that found in the current U.S5. doctrirne. Thoughk
the tenels of the AirLaneg Batile doctrine are highly dependent
on hatbtlefisld grouwnd mobility, the tramslatiorn of that
requirament has polt resulted in the devalooment and fielding
o7 large numb2res oF mobility systems to sustain in-stride

Lt gperations.,

P

Zeveiral U.Z. doclrinal solutions require thes use of
mobility svstems which are not compatible with the concept of
an in-stride breach. For examole, the number of mine
plaws/r2llors are insufficient Lo counter the effects of a
Zuviel woatterable minefield. The doctrinal procedurs found
in FDOFR-15-1 deplicis an enginesr combany in direct support of
x wanzuver tasbk foroe. With ornlv four =ngineer companizs [0

N .

diviasian, 1Y is guestiornable thal caddfizient engineer forocs
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of on chshbacla are bighly dependent on advance reconnalssance
) =7 nlarning Dy Lohth omancuvzr and enginesr forces. OV

Dlacivn snglress sssets in bhe reconnsissance element of the

EPRER - o s pranriiied sod allgoation of Soviet enginsor
Cwov Tament s acconp!sshed more rapialvoand

e T e The Yarge numbier of mine plows available to

wmmen e Ay haglk forcss 2 1 owe for trapid reduction of

o Pltcds.s Thi: S i tavs o largs concentration of combat

viset above the division level that can be quickly
it o muopart the forward maneuver forces as 2 MSD or
motil e obntscle detachment.  This is due to a deliberate
shractering of non—divisional engineer assets much like their
divisional counterparts and the Soviet World War 11 experience
which vaerified the requirement for a large number of
enginesr—sappers forward to sustain the momentum of the main
of fort. T2
Command and control of engineer elements to support the

in-stride breach of an obstacle system are critical. The
Soviet placement of an engineer commander at esvery level
acilitates command and control ensures priority of engineer
support to the main eftort, and results in the rapid
integration aof additional engineer resources to support the
total force (i.e, mavement suoport detachments). The U.S.

enalneer command and control structure is not integrated with

the maneuver {forces. Relying on an archailc command and

F™Joseph Schroedel, “"Tactical Mobility:
Jroanizing Engineers for an All Arms Froblem," School of
Solvenced il tary Studies Monoaraph (1927, p. IE.

. 5 e e em —




control struchture, the effect is a thinly dispersed and
unconrdinated engineer force that can not be focused on
mobility support for the forward maneuver forces due to

incompatible equioment and training.>?

F1vy,. 5, Army General Officer Steering Committee
Countermine Master Flan,” U.S5. Army Engineer School (14
Septemb=r 1993), pp. S5-6.




SECTION VI: CONCLUSIONS

The concept of the in-stride obstacle breach on the
modern battlefield is a critical component of the doctrines of
the Soviet and the U.S armies. Given the difficulty and
complexity of breaching an obstacle in—-stride without
affecting the momentum of the attack, the Soviets currently
are hetter organized and equipped to perform this task.
Superiority in hoth numbers and types of breaching equipment,
groanization and command and control of engineer mobility
asse2ts, and the integration of engineer and maneuver force
reconnaissance enable the Soviets to effectively execute an
instride obstacle breach. Remarkably, the two doctrines are
very simtlar in their prescription of "how"” to apply rambat
power to overcome an ohstacle in—-stride. However, the U.5.
has failed to balance doctrinal "requirements" to fielded
force “"capzbilities". The reoalities of combat development and
equipment fielding and the inteqration of mobility engineer
assets with maneuver forces have not kept pace with the
evolution and demands of AilrLand battle doctrine.

The: current Soviet dooctrine and oarganization for combat
is largely shaped by the euperiences of Waorld War 11.

Notailed analysis of the mobile operations, particularly 1n
the final two vears nf the war, continue today. Additionally,
the Soviets are currently reoavaluating theirr doctrinal rates
of advance due to their experiences 1n Afghanistan., Though

nat widoly ~aported an "open sources'", the combinesd effects of




terrain and Afghani rebel mines has caused some doubt as tco
their ability to sustain the desired momentum of movement and
maneuver, In particular, engineer reguirements to support
both main battle and rear area operations may have been
underestimated. 2 Beyond reevaluation of their mobility
doctrine, the Soviets continue to improve their engineer
mobility equipment in both capabiiities and survivability.
The classification of this paper precludes a detailed
discussion of these improvements or specific indicationc of
Soviest research efforts particularly in the area of mine and
countermine technology. Unaguestionably the use of aerijial
platforms for reconnaissance and delivery of mobility
equipment in the advance of ground maneuver forces as observed
in ffghanistan is representative of the Soviet intention to
continue imorovement of their capability to sustain the
moaentum of ground maneuver forces,

This eupericnced-based commitment to improve mobility
capability for overcoming obstacles in-stride 1s not evident
in the current U.S5. Army for—e structure. The problem has
become @ apparent that the House and Senate Armed Services
Commi ttees have expressed concern.™ The failure to learn from
the nxperiences of World War (I and Vietnam have 1nsured the

fralure of the .5, army to conduct the in—-stride obstacle on

*Plhrabham H., Turbiville., "Goviet Combat bEngineers
1N Afghvanmysatan,” The Milartarv Engineer, Septs0ct 1987, p.
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FECULS. Army General Offacer Steerinag Committee
Countermine Master Flan.” U.S5. Armv Enagineer School (14

Dot aambyome 12000 O Feodf aco,
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the AirLand battlefield. In a recent Natiornal Training Center
Lessons Learnsd Newslietter, the need for integrated and
improved capabilities of detection and engineer reconnaissance
0¥ obstacles was stressed as well as a Soviet style emphacis
on the importance of combat formations with integrated
engineer supporit.3* However, the actual rzduction of the
obstacles, particularly mines, depended on emplcyment of
limited engineer assets with only maruvally emplaced explosives
or hand removal. By no means does the current U.S. mobility
capahilitiers available to a mansuver force comnander allow for

an in-shtride breach of an cbstacle.

FAUNTC Leasons Learned,”" Combined Arms Training
Activity (27 May 1788), p. 1-20.
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SECTION VII: RECOMMENDATIONS
To reveal the direction in which the cognitive
process will develop further, it is necessary to
detect in it the remnants of the past, fundamentals

af the present, and the embryos of the future.
General of the Army 1. ShavrovsS

The concept of the in-stride breach of an obstacle will
remain an important task for the future AirlLand Battle(ALB).
U. S. Lactical doctrine and force structure must be evaluated
fto insure maneaver force mopility capabilities meet the
reqquiraments of ALB doctrine. Not enough has been
accomplished in the fielding of mobility equipment,
integrating engineers with maneuver reconnaissance elements,
and cerntralizing command and control of mobility assets. A
review of the current +orward—looking studies dene by the U.S.
Army Engineer School and the Training «nd Doctrine Command
reveals that the problem of tactical mebility, in particular
the capacity to conduct the in-stride obstacle breach, is very
much a priority concern for future operations. The management
of the combat development and fielding of critically needed
mobility svystems, and development ot tactical procedures to
enhance thes maneuver force mobility can not repeat the poor
perfaormance of the years since World War I1.

This paper has provided the current Soviet in-stride

breach doctrina and capabilities. Current Soviet "open

*2ooviet Enginegsr Equipmernt: The Third

Generation, U.S. Army Scientific and Technical Intelligence
Bulletin (Washington, D.C.: U.S5. Government Frinting Qffice,
Mayv 19d4), p. 97.




spource" literature indicates that tactical mobility of ground
maneuver forces continues to be a high priority. Certainly,
it must be acknowledged that the current Scoviet capsbilities
will continue to improve as modernization with rew technology
becuomes feasible. The Soviets have fielded over 4@ new
equipment systems in their enginzer force structure since
1972. %% This trend is likely to continue, given the Soviets’
sonhisticated understanding of the importance of tactical
mobilitv, in particular the capability to breach obstacles
in—-stride to sustair momentum and achieve a greater relative
mobilitv. Wnat appears to be most significant 1s the Soviet
capahilitv to field new zystems and modify them to employ the
latest technology. Having an historical and experienced-based
reaquiremenits system,; the Soviets have continued to gain
wyperience in tactical in-stride breach operations while the
U.3 has continued to write doctrine and tactical procedures
for eguipment and capabilities which have not been available
fo- training arnd evaluation.

Historical svidence supports the fact that as the
battlefield becomes more lethal and artificially structured
the role of engineers 1n tactical mobility operations
increases. Hisktorically, the reguirements for total force
mobility support have been underestimated gprior to the start
of the war,; causing diversion of sngineer assots from support

¥ the forwsard combat units to the maintenance of the iines of

TerEngineer FEquipment Review,” U.S. Aray Engineer
Srhool, 16 Deceshsr 1985,
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communication.®” Given the nature of ALB mobility
reguirements, forward maneuver forces must have full time,
dedicated engineer support. This competition for engineer
suppart, which exists even for peacetime training and
construction priorities, causes & critical problem for
peacetime force structure decisions. Design of engineer units
to support maneuver forces can no longer be based on providing
"general purpose” units. The need to integrate divisional and
higher level engineer forces to support forward mobile
operations can not be met unless the units have compatible
equipment anmd training. The proposal to combine the assets of
the divisional battalion and & Corps combat engineer battalion
irto one organic divisional engineer organization(E-Force)
goes far ir solving the command and control proublems found at
divisional level. Enginser support will be more agile and
sustainable, resulting in better training, enhanced maneuver
and engirneer battle drill and doctrine develcpment, and a
command and control headquarters at the division level to
integrate totasl force mobility support without degrading
support to forward maneuver forces. This proposal should be
implemented immediately. Once E-Force is in-place, the
enplovment of U.5. mobile obstacle detachments and mobile
support detachments should be explored to support division and
brigade operations. These Soviet concepts have significant

utility for mobility support at both the tactical and

7John W. Moreis, "Combat Engineers, Mobility,
History, AirLand Battle," U.S. Army War College (23 March

SRTY . nn. 2223,
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operational maneuver levels.

Technology is changing the battlefield and the nature of
combat at a pace not previocusly experienced. A noted Soviet
2xnert remarked recently in a lecture at the School of
Advanced Military Studies that operational and tactical
mobility have not "kept up”" with the means to deny movement on
the modern battletield. Manual means of detection and hand
remnval of mines and other obstacles must be eliminated for
two reasons. First, the lethality of moderrn mines,
particularly scatterable mines, make them too dangerous to
—iear by hand. Secondly, the time available to manually clear
an nhbstacle has never been so short due the lethality of
Soviet artillery and air ascsets. Clearing and reduction of
obstacles must be either explosive or mechanical, therefore
limiting soldier and eguipment exposure to enemy fires.
Stand-off explosive reduction means, such as fuel-air
explosives, have considerable advantages as a "firet priaority®
near—term solution. Mine rollers and plows for the M1 must be
fielded immediately. The limitations of the current
technology available for mechanical clearing of mines is
acceptable if explosive line charaes or fuel-air explosives
can be used in conjunction with mine rollers and plows. The
threat posed by scattersble mines mandates that mine rollers
and plows be organic to the tank battalion for immediate
availability and training familiarity. A mine detection and
countermine device, such as the Vehicular Magnetic Signature

Duplicator (VEMASID), should be developed and fielded for

e e o



placement on one combat vehicle per platoon in both tank and
machanized inftantry units.

The development of an armored engineer mobility vehicle
is crucial to the breaching of natural and complex obstacles

5 well as the clearing of rubble caused by collateral

by

battlefield damage. The current Operational and
ODrganizational Flan for the proposed Combat Mobility
Vehiclel(CMV) is an excellent outline of the required systems
and capabijities for the CMV. 1 suggest the priority of
anti-mine, anti-tank ditch, and an articulating arm to 1lift,
grag, and grapple be the priority of development of the CMV's
mobility sub-systems.

The "linch pin” of in-stride breach operations is
reconnaissance. For future tactical operations, the use of
remotely piloted aerial platforms to detect enemy and natural
obstacles must be integrated into the reconnaissance assets
available to the maneuver commander. For a near term
soiution, integration of engineer-sappers with the maneuver
tash force scouts is recommended. Training of divisional
enginear squads must include recognition of Soviet mines and
likely arras of Soviet countermobility operations. Until
eqguipment development and fielding can provide a stand-off
detection capability for the maneuver task force, the engineer
supporting the task force reconnaissance element must be a
highly treined "specialist"” with superior training and
initiative to recommend bypass routes, estimate effort for

and anticipate the enemy countermobility

breaching operations,
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schemea, Intelligence preparation of the battlefield by the
. task force commander and his staff must also anticipate
effects of enemy counterobstacle operations.

Current doctrine does not recognize the in-stride breach
; as a tactical mission. Until the current shortfall of mobility
and reconnaissance capabilities is resolved, the in-stride
breach must be considered a deliberate mission for the
maneuver task force. Without extensive prior planning,
rehearsals, and detailed instructions to all participants,
current maneuver force mobility capabilities fail to rapidly
integrate the combined arms assets of engineers, air defense,
artillery, mortars, scouts, infantry, and armor. The National
Training Center is validating the need for a better combined
arms integration in breaching operations as well as
highlighting the need for improvements in the areas of
detection, reduction, and marking of obstacles. Training and
evaluation of doctrinal techniques are limited by the paucity
of realistic training aids.
My final appraisal i1s that the doctrine requiring an

‘ in-stride breach is sound and I support completely the

following assessment from the TRADOC General Officer Steering

Committee for the Countermine Master Plan:=*
‘ Hy the 2Z21st Century, it is more than feasible that

rnatural and man-made obstacles to movement could be

located, reported, breached, marked, and crossed
. in—-stride and under fire.

=e'U.S5. Army General Officer Steering Committee
Countermine Master Flan,”" U.S. Army Engineer School (14
September 1588), p. 3-2.
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The capability to execute an in-stride breach does not exist
in today’'s UJ.5. maneuver force. Until that capability is
. developed, fielded, and sustained by realistic training, the

in-stride breach should be recognized as a deliberate mission

for maneuver forces.




FIGURE 1: The Mobility Scheme
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Reference: Field Manual S—121, Mobility. Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Frinting Office, 1985, page 2-7.
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FIGURE 2Z: U.S. Task Force In—-Stride Breach
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Reterence: Field Circulair 98-13-1, Combined Avms
Counterobstacle Operations: The In-Stride Breach. Ft.
Belvoir: USAES, June 1987, pages 5-3 to 5-9.
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FIGURE 3: March Formatiaon for a Soviet Motorized Rifle
Regiment
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Reference: "Soviet Combetl Engineers”, USAES Combat Engineer
Special Text, Ft. Eelvoir: Department of Combined trms, July

1282,
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FIGURE 4: Soviet Engineer Reconnaissance Patrol and Movement
Support Detachmenrt

Engineer Reconnaissance FPatrol

—Vehicul ar

VIMD— Induction

-— “—-Mine Det.
EN——Engr. AFPC

]‘@ @ C —Armored
AVLB— Vehicle
< VIMDI C::] | Launched
<> “—Bridge
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TP—Tank w/Mine
Plow,/Roller

Refarence: Combat Support, Engineering, and Mine Warfare,
Mission Area Analysis. Ft. Belvoir, Va. May 1983, Volume V,

page 2-55.

Movement Support Detachment

1. Recornnaissance and Barricade Removal Destruction Group
-1 Tank w/mine plow
-1 AFC with Combat Engineer Squad
explosives
mine detectors
mine probes
-1 Armored Bridge Laying Vehicle (MTU-20)
~1 BRDM (NBC reconnaissance version) (NRC Detection
Section)

2. Road-Bridqge Group
-1 AFC/Truck with Combat Engireer Squad
-2 to 4 Truck launched Scissors Bridge (TMM)
-Tracked Bulldozer (BAT-M) /Armored Engineer Tractor (IMR)
—-Crane/Bucket Excavator
~Carriers for Bridge and Road Personnel
~Motorized Rifle Flatoon(~1 sguad)
2. FRoute Marking Group
~Motorized Rifle Squadf(could be larger as required)
route marking equipinent

References: 1. Gerner, D. "The 0Organization, Equipping,
and Operational Frinciples Adhered to by a Saviet Combat
Engincer Company". Charlottesville: #HArimy Foreign Science

and Technology Center, 1985, page Z1.
2 Field Manual 100-2-1, The Soviet Armny

“o.

Operatiaons and Tactics. 16 July 19B4, page 14--3.
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FIGURE 5= Soviet Mobile Obstacle Detachment

1. Reconnaissancne and Route Marking Element
~Truck/AFC with half of a Combat Engineer Squad
~Route Marking Kit
-1 Anti-tank Officer (assigned from AT force element)

2. Barrier Construction Element
~2 Trucks with Mine Laying Trailers
—1 Truck with a Combat Engineer Squad with Explosives
~1 Bulldozer
-2 to 3 Trucks with Additional Mines

3. Support Element
-1 Anti—-tank FPlatoon(3 AT Weapons)
-1 Motorized Rifle Platoon with SAGGER/SPG-9

Reference: Gerner, D. "The Orgenization, Equipping, and
Operational ,Principles Adhered to by a Soviet Engineer
Company”. Charlottegville: Army Foreign Science and
Technology Center, 1985, page 22Z.




FIGURE 6&:¢ Soviet Engineer Organizations
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Refterence: Field Manual 100-2-3, The Saoviet Army Troops,
Urqanization, and Eguipment. Washington, D.C.: U.s.
Government Frinting Office, 1984, pages 4-17, 4-7@, 4-73, 4-

119,
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FIGURE 7: U.5. and Soviet Divisicnal Breaching
Capabilities

o U. S Soviet
Maneuver Forces
' Number of Fersonnel 16,951 11,470
. Mumber of Combat Vehicles 7354 &72
' Breaching Doctrine
R Number of Lanes/Breach 2/TF 1-2/Co
. Engineer Forces
. Number cof Personneal (Div Bn) gee 3575
- Number of Personnel (Reg Co) 2 (Te7@) 210
i % of Division Strength 5.25 5.27
Mobility Equipment
o Armored Engineer Tractor - 2 IMR
: Combat Engineer Vehicle 8 CEV -
. Combat Lorzer 25 M9 12 BAT
e Mine Roller 18 Tank Mtd 3@ KMTS
Mine Flow - 78 KMT4/6
5 Tank Mtd Dozer Rlade 19 M&LOAA3I 12 BTU
K | Mineclearer - 2 BTRS5@

Reference: Schroedel, Joseph. "Tactical Mcbility:
Organizing Engineers for an All Arms Problem". Ft.
Leavinwr-th, Ks.: SAMS Monograph, 1987, paoges 35-36.
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